CHAPTER 1 
SE 


Public Administration: Nature, Scope & Evclution 


oncrete understanding of public 

administration is easy. We board a 

train or a bus run by a government 
agency. Patients are admitted to government-run 
hospitals. The police constables maintain law 
and order. So, there are innumerable activities 
that the government undertakes. Welfare state 
means more government functions. In the 
third world, government is involved in many 
sectors of social life: economic, cultural, social, 
tegulatory, productive and many others. This 
has been necessary because of the management 
need for socio-economic leadership from the 
government. Unlike the developed West, the 
Third World’s development has basically been 
government-led. Public administration as visible 
public-serving activity is before everyone’s 
gaze. 

Public administration is a system of organisation 
and action oriented with performance of 
these activities. It can best be looked at as an 
instrument that is used for the realisation of the 
goals of government. Just as societies have their 
political systems and economic systems, they 
also have their public administrative systems. 

As an aspect of government activity,. public 
administration has been coexisting with every 
political system as the action part of government 
for the fulfilment of the objectives set by the 
political decision makers. Functioning of the 
machineries of government has attracted the 
attention of scholars and observers since the 
time of recorded history. Kautilya’s Arthasastra, 


= 


the Mahabharata anc the Ra:ayana contain many 





insightful observations about the organisation 


and working of governments. !n the histor 
y 


of western political thought. Aristotic’s Politics 


and Machiavelli's The Prince are important 
contributions to both political anc adnsinistrative 
issues and ideas. 

As a field of systematic study, public 
administration cannot, however, claim-a long 
history. In the eighteenth century, the German 
scholars in Western Europe felt interested in this 
branch of academic inquiry. Two great systems 
of public administration had developed in the 


pee dala ers aaa 
West: the Anglo-American and the French. 


The first, as Leonard White has pointed out, 
has been “based on a deep-seated preference 
for self-government in local communities, 
wide citizen participation, dispersion of 
authority, well-established responsibility of the 
administrative system to the legislative body.and 
the responsibility of officials to the ordinary civil 
courts at the instance of the private citizen”. 


In contrast, the French system which was . 


- formulated by Napoleon has been “based on 


the concentration of executive power, on the 
dominance of national over local authorities, on 
the professionalization of the public service and 
its psychological separation from the body of 
citizens and on the responsibility of officials to 
a separate set of administrative courts.” 

Despite such sharp contrasts, the two systems 
have come much closer over the years with 
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democratic and industrial changes in the West 
in recent times. With the growing importance 
of government in the wake of expanding 
public functions, public adininistration became 
highly complex and more and more specialised. 
The need for better management of public 
affairs through scientific studies and analysis 
of government working and for training of 
public employees was voiced by practitioners 
and academics alike. It is in the United. States 
of America that the need was more keenly felt, 
although the Germans started administrative 
analysis much earlier in practical terms. An 
essay by Woodrow Wilson published in 1887 
is considered to be the symbolic harbinger of 
a fairly autonomous inquiry. To quote Wilson’s 
memorable comment: 

“There should be a science of administration 
Which shall seek to straighten the paths of 


like, to strengthen and purify its organisation . 


and to crown its duties with dutifulness.””" 

Woodrow Wilson’s contribution to public 
administration can be seen from four interlinked 
indicators: 


_i) Advocacy of a ‘science of administra- 
tion’; 

ii) Emphasis on the special nature of ad- 

—— ministration distinguishing administra- 
tion from politics; 

iii) Apparent predilection for private or 

—— business-administration; 

iv) Prompt initiative for comparative study 

—— of administration. “\ 


Wilson’s 1887 article on ‘The Science 
of Administration’, which is regarded as the 
‘fSundation essay for the field, was written at a 
time (in the late nineteenth century) when the 
topic of public administration was established as 
a profession and an academic study. The crying 
need was to eliminate corruption, improve 


efficiency and streamline service delivery 
system in pursuit of public interest. In the 1880s 
reformers reacted sharply against abuses at all 
levels: the city, state and national governments. 
One of the voices of reform was Woodrow , 
Wilson. A lawyer trained at the University of 
Virginia, he went on to study political economy 
at Johns Hopkins University. His interest was 
simply designing governments and policies. 
Wilson accordingly, shifted his focus from Great 
Britain to Germany, particularly Prussia, to learn 
from the German ethos—one of the leading 
centres of public administrative development. 


A SCIENCE OF ADMINISTRATION 
a 


Wilson’s advocacy that “there should be a science 
of administration” has to-be seen in the histori- 
cal context. Writing against the background of 
widespread corruption, ‘science’ meant to Wilson-. 
a systematic and disciplined body of knowledge 
which he thought would be the latest fruit of 
the science of politics. Also he was critical of the 
fact that the American administrative practice 
was devoid of any scientific method. By con- 


trast, he thought administrative science was well 


ne NOOR eo” 
developed in Europe in the hands of the French 


and German academics. European governments, 
———— ree 


in his view, were independent of popular assent. 
There were more “governments” in those coun- 
tries and a natural desire to discover newer prin- 
ciples of administration. An important reason for 
the slow growth of the science of administration 
in America was, in Wilson's view, the reigning 

ncept of popular sovereignty—‘“the multi- 
tudinous voice called public opinion”. More 
important than the arid debate on constitutional 
principles was the need for the systematic analy- 
sis of administration leading to the development 
of a ‘science of administration’. Flence, Wilson 
wrote: “It is setting harder to run a constitution 
than to write one.” In his view, the real chal- 
lenge was not simply how authority would be 
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detined but how it-was to be actually used on 
regular basis by those administrators who must 
operate the ongoing functions of government 
and implement new policies. 


Polrrics-ADMINISTRATION DICHOTOMY 


When Wilson said that administration was 
“removed from the hurry and strife of politics,” 
the stress was to curve out an untarnished fteld 
essential for proper and efficient management 
of government’s business. His objective was 
clear but his statement was possibly naive. His 
basic argument was that administrators could 
concentrate on operating the government.tather 
than on substituting their judgement for that 
of elected representatives. It was this idea that 


came to be called the politics-administration 
dichotomy. He sought to make a distinction 


between ‘political activity’ and ‘administrative 
activity’ in public organisations. Administration, 
in his view, lies outside the sphere of politics and 
administrative issues are not political questions. 
Although Wilson is regarded as the originator 
of the idea of politics-administration dichotomy, 
it will be unfair to present only an one-sided view. 
As other scholars have pointed out, Wilson was 
well aware of the fact that public administration 
was essentially political in nature. He wrote later 
in 1891: “Administration cannot be divorced 
from its connections with the other branches of 
Public Law without being distorted and robbed 
of its true significance. Its foundations are those 
deep and permanent principles of Politics.”” 


PuBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
OR BusINEsS ADMINISTRATION 





Wilson wanted to make government business “less 
un-businesslike’. As he wrote, “Administration 
is business and like business it does not. 
involve itself in questions of politics.” Analysts 


have pointed out that the “basic premise of 
Wilson's argument was that the affairs of public 
adniinistration were synonymous with those of 
private administration. The central concerns of 


business administration viz., economy, efficiency 


and effectiveness, should also be the concerns of 


public administration. 

Again, there are others who are quick to 
observe that what Wilson wanted was that 
“administrators -could.-study.-mechanisms 
or administration not only in use by other 
governments but also by those employed in 
private industry”. 

Wilson. knew it very well that government 
was different. As Wilson himself wrote, “Business 
like the administrations of government may and 
should be—but it is not business. It is organic 
life.”> While professionalization was advocated 
in the management of government, Wilson 
was well aware of the wider agenda of public 
administration. 


COMPARATIVE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 


Wilson may be regarded as the founder of 
comparative public administration. He became 
a student of German so that he could study 
the practices. of the then leading (Prussian) 
government in the development of public 
administration techniques. Despite his advocacy 
of comparative method, Wilson was clear in his 
mind that administration stands on different bases 
in democratic and other states. He recognized 
that lessons learned from other countries would 
have to be “filtered through the cultural lens 
of the person seeking to learn those lessons 
and borrow techniques. One need not accept 





2 Prussian government and life styles to learn 


from their public management experience” .* 


To conclude, Wilson was a scholar- 
administrator who was deeply engrossed both 
in the theory and practice of government. His 
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writings were conditioned by the tone and 
temper of his times, Peter Self observes, his basic 
postulate was that “it was possible to achieve 
a self-sufficient ‘science’ of administrative 
means, so constructed as to leave administrators 
perfectly amenable to political leadership (of 
any type) while remaining free of political 
considerations in the conduct of their work. 
/ Wilson's theories may have been naive, but 
they provided an ideological basis for measures 
which most people. approved: namely the 
curbing of political patronage, the advancement 
of professional skills and a tighter framework of 
internal administrative co-ordination.”* 


DEFINING THE DISCIPLINE 


Public administration as a specialised academic 
field deals essentially with the machinery and 
procedures of government as these are used in the 
Administration has been defined as a co- 
operative human effort toward achieving some 
common goals. Thus defined, administration 
can be found in various institutional settings 
such as a business firm, a hospital, a university, a 
government department and so on. As an aspect 
of this gencric concept, public administration 
is that species of administration which operates 
within a specific political setting. It is a means 
by which the policy decisions made by the 
political decision makers are carried out. “Public 
administration is decision making, planning the 
work to be done, formulating objectives and 


ak Mi aad hep 
goals, working wich the legislature and citizen 


arganisations to_gain public support and funds 
for government programines, establishing and 
revising organisation, directing and supervising 
“employees, providing leadership, c ployees, providing leadership, communicating. 
and receiving communications, determining 
work methods and procedures, appraising 


functions performed by government executives 
‘and supervisors. It is the action part of 
government, the means by which the purposes 
and goals of government are realised."* Dwight 
Waldo, the veteran public administration analyst, 
cautioned us against the dangers of ‘defining’ 
public administration. As Waldo said, “The 
immediate effect of all one sentence or one 
paragraph definitions of public administration is 
mental paralysis rather than enlightenment and 
stimulation.” All definitions seek to narrow down 
and lintit the meaning of objects and in this 
effort, clarity and understanding suffer. Being an 
action and executive field of government, public 
administration has never had a settled boundary. 


The activities of government have expanded 


and contracted on contextual circumstances. 
An academic subject seeking to develop a 
body of knowledge on public administration 
has to reckon with the shifting boundaries of 
government in society. 

The basic concerns of public administration 
as a field of study would therefore include (a) 
structures of public organisations dealing mainly 
with the way executive organisations are formed, 
readjusted and reformed, (b) administrative 


‘processes denoting the dynamic aspects of 


organisation such as communication, control and 
decision-making, (c) bureaucratic behaviour with 
emphasis on the interpersonal and inter-group 
relationships in organisai! :nal settings and (d) 
organisation-environment interactions covering 
the influential and meaningful relationships that 


‘are found to exist between public administration 


and its surrounding forces and factors in the 
environment. The study of structures, processes 
and-behaviour has been greatly-facilitated by 


the emerging sub-discipline of organisation 


theory. Its impact on public administration as an 
academic field has been considerable in recent 
times. Efforts have been made to relate public 


performance, exercising controls and other administration to its environment ‘in much 
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the same way that the science of ecology is 
concerned with the mutual relations between 
organisms aftd their environment.” 

The ‘public’ aspect in public administration 
lends special character to it. The adjective can 
be looked at formally to mean ‘government’. 
So, public administration. is government 
administration, the focus being specifically on 
public bureaucracy.This is the meaning commonly 
used in discussing public administration.A wider 
-meaning of ‘public’ administration has sought to 
expand its ambit by including any administration 
that has considerable impact on the public. From 
this aspect, a private electricity undertaking like 
the Calcutta Electric Supply Corporation can 


be.considered a fit subject of discussion under ~ 


public administration. [t is, however, in the 
first sense that public adniinistration is usually 


considered..There has been a view point that . 


‘government’ as a phenomenon is so diverse 
and multifaceted that no single discipline can, 


monopolise its study. Topics like political science, 
3 


sociology, economics, business administration 
and others have been discussing several aspects 
of government and its administration from the 
vis-a-vis of each discipline. The discipline of 
Public Administration has to acknowledge this 
diversity of approaches and yet build up its 
own ways of dealing with the phenomenon 
of administration. As Resenbloom has opined 


it, “Public administration does involve activity, 
it is concerned with politics and_policy making, 


it tends to be concentrated in the executive 
branch of government, it does differ from 
“private administration and it is concerned with 
implementing law.” Necessarily, the discipline of 
Public Administration: has to have a wide scope. 
Correspondingly, its definition has to reflect its 
omnibus character. To quote Rosenbloom again, 
“Public Administration ‘is the use of managerial, 
legal and political theories and processes to fulfil 





legislative, executive and judicial governmental 


mandates for the provision of regulatory and 
service functions for the society as a whole or 
for some segments of it.” ; 

One may go a step further and add tha 
economic, sociological and behavioural science 
theories are all relevant to the study ‘of public 
administration. 


THE PuBLic INTEREST 


Discussions of public administration have 


"generally been concerned with efficiency and 


x 


economy. The underlying idea has been to see 
that administration becomes result-oriented and 
productive by spending least resources. Alongside 
this efficient approach, there has been a growing 


“concerti, about what may broadly be called 
“tmorality’ or ‘ethics’ in public administration. 


Government has a universalistic character. It has 
t6 serve the common good without making 
any sort of distinction between man and man. 


Efficiency in government has thus a moral tone. 


It is against this.background that a broad theory 
of public interést-has emetged to provide a 
general framework for the functioning of public 
administration. ; : 

The concern for public interest can be traced 
to a variety of reasons. Indeed, the members of 
the bureaucracy constitute a power elite. They are 
likely to take decisions in self-interest or under 
pressure from powerful interest groups. In either 
case, public interest may be in jeopardy. Another 
argument has been that the bureaucracy is a 
mindless machine that turns out decisions me- 
chanically, The rule-bound administration may 
look very neat and tidy, but it may not be able 
to serve the wider cause of public interest. Still 
another argument can be derived from Herbert 
Simon’s discussion on administrative decision 
making.* According to Simon, administrative - 
decisions are often based on grounds other than 
those of efficiency and economy. Social and 
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psychological factors greatly influence the way 
’ decisions are taken by the decision-makers. 

The importance of sense of public interest 
as a wider ethical commitment in public 
administration assumes significance in this 
context. As it has been very aptly commented 
upon: 

“The most frequently hidden agenda in the 
deliberations of public servants is the effect of 
substantive or procedural decisions upon the 
personal lives and fortunes of those deliberating, 
and yet the very call to serve a larger public often 
evokes a degree of selflessness and nobility on 
the part of public servants beyond the capacity 
of cynics to recognise or to believe. Man’s feet 
may wallow in the bog of self-interest, but 
his eyes and ears are strangely attuned to calls 
from the mountaintop. As moral philosophy has 
insistently claimed, there is a fundamental morai 
distinction between the propositions: ‘I want this 
because it serves my interest’ and ‘I want this 
because it is right.” 

Philosophies of public interest fall broadly 
into four classes. The very intuitionist philosophy 
seeks to justify existing practices by pointing aut 
that in conflicting situations, the administrator 
chooses an alternative by intuition. In other 
words, what the administrator actually does is 
an intuitionist solution which seems to him the 
right course of action under given circumstances. 
This philosophy does not provide any guideline 
for action, nor does it spell out an explicit theory 
of public interest. 

Perfectionism, the second philosophical school, 
views public interest from the standpoint of 
promotion of excellence in all spheres of social 
activities. Public resources, according to this 
school of thought, should be spent in such 
a way that the best members of the society 
benefit most from the expenditure. Thus 
conceived, perfectionism is an elitist philosophy 


and obviously anti-egalitarian; as such, it is not 
compatible with democratic theory. 

Utilitarianism, as propounded by Jeremy 
Bentham and John Stuart Mill, has been the 
most influential school of thought in the 
determination of public interest. According to 
utilitarian philosophy, the public interest is served 
when’ a public policy makes everyone slightly 
better off even though it makes a few individuals 
slightly worse off. Under the utilitarian calculus 
public interest is judged by the augmentation of 
the net balance of social satisfaction. 

The fourth major ethical framework for 
public administration can be derived from 
the Theory of Justice as propounded by the 
philosopher, John Rawls, in his monumental 
work on the subject.'? Rawls’s principles are 
essentially an elaboration of the Anglo-Saxon 
concept of fairness and these come close to 
what is called in economics ‘Pareto optimality’. 
Rawls suggests two basic principles of justice to 
test public interest. One of these is that “each 
person is to have an equal right to the most 
extensive basic liberty compatible with a similar 
liberty for others”. The other principle postulates 
that ‘social and economic inequalities are to be 
arranged so that they are both (a) reasonably 
expected to be to everyone’s advantage and (b) 
attached to positions and offices open to all.” In 
case of conflict between these two principles, 
the second principle is expected to prevail 
and give way to the first. Rational decision- 
making in public administration has to have an 
ethical framework. The principles of John Rawls 


' provide an operating logic for the determination 


of public interest by the decision-makers. 
The intuitionist philosophy justifies status quo 
and is of very little help in actual administrative 


-situations. The perfectionist philosophy favours 


excellence at the expense of social equality. It 
is patently anti-democratic. Utilitarian calculus 
has the merit of emphasising total social good 
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but it also accepts the position that few may be 
worse off. Compared to all these philosophical 
positions, the formulation of Rawls seems 
much. more balanced and, as rightly observed 
by Nicholas Henry, it represents a workable way 
for determining the public interest.by public 
administrators." 


EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 


The study of public administration, as Peter Self 


points out, ‘developed as an offshoot of political 


science or public law and until recently 
administration as an academic subject was the 
very plain step-sister of these older disciplines.” 
It has not always been easy to get access to 
government departments; hence the world of 
administration has rarely been an open one. Also, 
the technicalities of administration have not 
been particularly interesting to the scholars. 
With the expansion of’ government activities 
and with more and more concern for both 
efficiency and accountability, discussions slowly 
started on better performance of the public 
sector. The movement for governmental reform 
gathered momentum especially in the United 
States of America, where intellectual efforts were 
systematically expanded for the steady 
development of an exclusive body of knowledge 
on the structure and functioning of public 
administration. 

The evolution of public administration as a 
specialised field of study falls into a number of 
critical stages. The first stage can be called the era 
of politics-administration dichotomy. 

Politics-administration dichotomy is often 
traced to the Wilsonian call for a science of 
administration, which, as Waldo has pointed 
out, goes back to much earlier European 
administrative traditions. It has been questioned: 
to what extent Wilson desired separation 
between the two. 


Functionally, administration was separated 
from politics. Administration, it was argued, 
is concerned with implementation of policy 
decisions taken politically. Frank Goodnow 
sought to conceptually distinguish the two 
functions.'* According to him, ‘Politics has to do 
with policies or expressions of the state will”and 
“Administration has to do with the execution 
of these policies.” Apart from this analytic 
distinction, the institutional locations of these 
two functions were differentiated. The location 
of politics was identified as the legislature and 
the higher echelons of government where major 
policy-decisions would be made and the larger 
questions of allocation of values decided upon. 
By contrast, the location of administration was 
identified as the executive arm of government, 
the bureaucracy. 

The processes of administration, it was argued, 
have’a certain regularity and concreteness about 
them and these are amenable to scientific 
investigations which are likely to lead to a 
science of administration. — 

The second stage of evolution is marked by 
the tendency to reinforce the idea of politics- 
administration dichotomy and to evolve a value- 
free ‘science of management’. The ‘public’ aspect 
of public administration was virtually dropped at 
this stage and the focus was almost wholly on 
efficiency. This stage can be called the stage of 
orthodoxy, as efforts were underway to delineate 
firmly the boundaries of a new discipline of 
‘management’. Public administration merged 
into the new science. The questions of ‘value’ 
were no longer bothering the new science 
of administration. Politics as practised by the 
politicians was considered irrelevant. Scientific 
management to efficiently handle the ‘business’ 
of administration became the slogan. Principles 
of management were worked out as ready- 
made aids to practitioners. The administrative 
practitioners and the business schools joiu:d 
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hands to emphasise the mechanistic aspect of 
management untrammelled by the whims of 
politicians and the frailties of human beings. 

‘The merger of public administration and 
general management has not been a totally fruitless 
friendship. Certain aspects of administration 
such as the structures and processes of public 
organisations were put to more rigorous analysis 
but the excesses of scientific management 
triggered a series of reactions against the 
mechanistic concept of administration which 
the new movement sought to establish. Studies 
on private firms revealed new data about the 
actual working of organisations. The findings 
might have. their origins in private management, 
but these were general enough to embrace all 
organisations both private and public. 

The most notable contribution, in this 
connection, came from the famous Hawthorne 
experiments in the late 1920s executed by a 
group of scholars at the Hawthorne Plant of the 
Western Electric Company.'* The experiments, 
focussed upon work groups, shook the 
foundation of the scientific management school 
by demonstrating the powerful influence of 
social and psychological factors on the work 
situation. The mechanistic notion of organisation 
was exploded by showing that manipulation of 
monetary rewards and the physical aspects of the 


work situation had very limited impact on the - 


worker and productivity. 

The Hawthorne experiments pioneered a 
movement which came to be known as the 
Human Relations approach to management, 
marking the third stage of evolution of administrative 
thought. Its impact was felt much more widely 
on public administration in the post-war period. 
This approach to organisational analysis drew 
attention to the formation and effect of work 
groups in the organisation, the force of informal 
organisation in the formal set up, the phenomena 
of leadership and conflicts and cooperation 


among groups in the organisational setting. In 
short, the human relations approach brought 
out the limitations of the machine concept 
of organisation in ‘scientific management’. 
thought. By drawing attention to the social 
and psychological factors of work situation, it 
underscored the vital importance of the “human 
side of the enterprise”. 

The fourth stage was heralded by two 
significant publications in the 1940s—Herbert 
Simon's Administrative Behaviour and Robert 
Dahl’s essay entitled ‘The Science of Public 
Administration: Three Problems’!* Simon's book 
is a critique of the older public administration. 
More importantly, it sets forth the rigorous. 
requirements of scientific analysis in public 
administration. About some of the classical 
“principles”, Simon’s conclusion was that these 
were unscientifically derived and were “no 
more than proverbs”."’ He rejected the politics- 
administration dichotomy; at the same time he 
brought in the perspective of logical positivism 
in the study of policy-making and the relation of 
means and ends. Drawing on the perspectives and 
methodology of ‘behaviourism’ in psychology 
and social psychology, Administrative Behaviour 
pleaded for the raising of scientific rigour in 
public administration. The substantive focus was 
on “decision-making” and as Simon insisted, 
“If any ‘theory’ is involved, it is that decision- 
making is the heart of administration and that 
the vocabulary of administrative theory must 
be: derived from the logic and psychology of 
human choice”’.'” 

Simon’s approach provided an alternative 
definition »f public administration and widened 
the scope of the subject by relating it to 
psychology, sociology, economics and political 
science. In the development of the ‘discipline’, 
he identified two mutually supportive streams of 
thought. Ore was engaged in the development - 


ofa pure science of administration which called 
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for a good grounding in social psychology. 
Another stream was dealing with a broad range 
of values and working out prescriptions for 
public policy. 

The second approach was, in Simon's view, 
analytically is very far-ranging. It would imply 
swallowing up of the whole of political science 
and absorption of economics and sociology as 
well. Public administration, he feared, would 
lose its identiry in the second approach. But he 
favoured the coexistence of both the streams of 
thought for the growth and development of the 
discipline. 
As he noted, “there does not appear any 
reason why these two developments in the field 
of public administration should not go side by 
side, for they in no way conflict or contradict. 
But the workers in this field must keep clearly 
in mind in which rae K at any given time, they 
propose to work”. 

Dahl’s essay fetched three important 
problems in the evolution of science on public 
administration: 


(i) The first problem arises from the frequent 
impossibility of excluding normative 
considerations from the problems of 


public administration. Scientific means: 


to achieve efficiency must be found on 
some clarification of ends. 

(ii) The second problem arises from the 
‘inescapable fact that a science of 
public administration. must be a ‘study 
of certain aspects of human behaviour’ 
Dahl criticised the ‘machine’ concept of 

- organisation and argued that the study of 
administration must embrace the whole 
psychological man. 

(iii) The third problem relates to the 
conception of the principles of 
administration. Referring to the study 
of public administration in the United 
States, he commented on the narrow 


“and parochial nature of the intellectual 
pursuits. There was a tendency, as he 
pointed out, to enunciate universal 

' principles based on’a few examples 
drawn from limited national and 
historical settings. 


To quote Dahl, “The study of public 
administration inevitably must become 
a much more broadly based discipline, 
resting not on a narrowly defined 
knowledge of techniques and processes, 
but rather extending to the varying 
historical, sociological, economic 
and other conditioning factors......". 
This last point has been taken up as a 
challenge and considerable efforts have 
- been expended so far in the study of 
public administration in the developing 
countries in. a bid to “establishing 
propositions about administrative 
behaviour which transcend national 
-boundaries.”"” 


The next stage of the evolution of public 
administration coincides with a general concern 
in the social sciences for public policy analysis. 
Earlier Simon had mentioned the public policy 
perspective’ in administrative analysis. With 
the abandonment of politics-administration 
dichotomy, the public policy approach became 


intellectually easier. Evidences from the 


practical world of administration have also been 
revealing the close nexus between politics and 
administration. 

As government seeks to formulate and 
implement more and more welfare programmes, 
concern for policy studies in public 
administration starts gathering momentum. At 
this stage, the study of public administration 
has been gaining’ in social ‘relevance’ no doubt; 
but the boundaries of the academic field are 
not as clearly distinguishable now as it used to 
be in the olden days of politics-administration 
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dichotomy. Mosher’s comment is particularly 
relevant in this context: 

“Public administration cannot demark any 
subcontinent as its exclusive province unless it 
consists of such mundane matters as classifying 
budget expenditures, drawing organisational 
charts and mapping procedures. In fact, it would 
appear that any definition of this field° would 
be either so encompassing as to call forth the 
wrath or ridicule of others, or so limiting as to 
stultify its own disciples. Perhaps, it is best that 
it not be defined. 

It is more an area of interest than a discipline, 
more a focus than a separate science...... It is 
necessarily cross-disciplinary. The overlapping 
and vague boundaries should be viewed as a 
resource, even though they are irritating to some 


9920) 


with orderly minds. 


New Punic ADMINISTRATION 


The evolutionary perspective must include an 
account of the New Public Administration 


movement which marked a turning point in 


the growth of the discipline. 

The disciplinary. orthodoxy of public 
administration has certainly boosted up the 
ego of public administration experts. But the 
discipline’s alienation from political science has 
caused concern to scholars in both political 
science and public administration. It has been 
argued that unless the two disciplines mix freely 
without losing their identities, understanding of 
government would be lopsided and inadequate. 
The basic purpose and cohesion of public 
administration would be heightened by closer 
association with political science. One forceful 
view has been that ‘the study of administration 
is Just another expression for the study of 
politics’. ip 

In the late 1960s, some of the best of the 
younger generation of American scholars 
pioneered a new movement in American public 


administration which came to be known as 
the ‘new public administration’. The young 
academics, although nurtured and schooled in 
the era of positive government, were actually 
sensitive to the failings of American democracy. 
The scholars gathered at Minnowbrook under 
the patronage of Dwight Waldo and challenged 
the ‘givens’ of orthodox public administration 
and pluralist political science. It was a time 
of turbulence when the young scholars 
vociferously demanded restoration of values 
and public purpose in government. Affected by 
the turbulence of the war in Vietnam and the 
urban riots, the younger generation expressed 
their concern about all institutions, especially 
government. Two volumes”! were produced to 
herald a new brand of public administration 
oriented toward political theory. As Wallace 
Sayre has summed up the sentiment, “public 
administration is ultimately a problem in political 
theory.” , 

The new counter-culture has demanded the 
primacy of politics in administration. There has 
been an ideological conviction that in the USA 
“the bureaucratic instruments of power utilized 
by the political establishments. and studied 
with academic detachment by the intellectual 
establishments are among the most oppressive 
institutions of American society.” 

The literature on new public administration 
lays emphasis .on four major themes: Relevance, 
Values, Equity and Change. 

The theme of relevance is more a reinterpretation 
than an original quest. Public administration 
has traditionally been interested in efficiency 
and economy. The new public administration 
movement discovered was that the discipline 
had little to say about contemporary problems 
and issues. 

Management-oriented public administration 
curriculum was found ‘irrelevant’ and the 
demand was to deal explicitly with the political 
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and administrative implications of administrative 
action. 

Another aspect of the ‘relevance’ issue relates 
to the character of the knowledge itself. The 
question that was asked was: public administration 
knowledge for what? Is.it the purpose of public 
administration to facilitate use of administrative 
knowledge for the perpetuation of political 
power? Some of the important questions raised 
at Minnowbrook were: 


(a) What standards of decision do we use” 


to select which questions ought to be 
studied and how to study them ? 

(b) Who defines our questions and priorities 
for us ? 

(c) To what extent are we aware of the social 
and moral implications of knowledge in 
Public Administration ? 

(d) Whatare the uses of Public Administration 
as a social and political science ? 

(e) Does Public Administration presently 
yield knowledge useful to certain 
institutions in society (usually the 
dominant ones) and not to others? 


These are obviously very disturbing 
questions, challenging the status quo in public 
administration. The new movement demanded 
radical curriculum change to facilitate 
meaningful studies oriented toward the realities 
of public life. 


Values 


The new public administration explicitly 
announced its basic normative concern in 
administrative analysis. It openly rejected the 
value-neutral position taken by behavioural 
political science and management-oriented 
public administration. Value-neutrality in public 
administration is an impossibility and the 
discipline should explicitly espouse the cause 
of the disadvantaged sections in society. The 


champions of the new movement advocate 
openness about the values being served through 
administrative action. This, they thought, would 
help unmask the “neutrality” position of actual 
administration and facilitate evaluation of impact 
of administrative action and outcomes. As one 
spokesman of the new movement comments: 

“The new public administrator “is less 
“generic” and more ‘public’ than his forbear, 
less ‘descriptive’ and more ‘prescriptive’, less 
‘institution-oriented’ and more ‘client-impact 
oriented’, less ‘neutral’ and ‘more normative’ and 
it is hoped, no less scientific.” 


Social Equity 

The protagonists of new public administration 
do not hesitate to demonstrate their open 
partisanship. In their view, the distributive 
functions and impact of governmental institutions 
should be public administration’s basic concern. 
One manifestation of this philosophy seems 
almost neo-Benthamite: 

“The purpose of public organisation is the 
reduction of economic, social and psychic suf- 
fering and the enhancement of life opportunities 
for those inside and outside the organisation.” 

Frederickson has gone a step further and 
adopted a bold social-equity attitude: 

“A Public Administration which fails to work 
for changes which tries to redress the deprivation 
of minorities ‘will likely be eventually used to 
repress those minorities.” 

This is an aggressive action-oriented stance 
inviting public administration analysis to work for 
the rernoval of the wrongs of society and openly 
taking side with the socially deprived groups. 
The new Public Admunistration movement thus 
challenged public administration to make it 
more proactive to major social issues. 


Change 


To serve the cause of social equity is to actively 
work for social change. This is the motto of 
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new public administration. The attack is on the 
status quo and against the powerful interests 
‘ entrenched in permanent institutions. The 
- new public administration is unwilling ‘to 
allow enslavement to permanent institutions’ 
that steadily grow into self-perpetuating power 
centres of dominant interests. The Minnowbrook 
participants explored ways of institutionalizing 
change and remedying the bureaucratic 
tendencies of big organisations. 

This movement that started at Minnowbrook 
has been criticised as anti-theoretic, anti-positivist 
and anti-management (in the manipulative 
sense). Its positive value lies in bringing public 
administration closer to political science. In fact, 
the movement has been successful in integrating 
public administration with the basic concerns of 
political theory. The client oriented, normative 
and socially conscious public administration, as 
advocated by the new movement, is of direct 
relevance for the ‘third world’ countries as well, 
where public administration is in dire need 
of de-bureaucratization and basic, qualitative 
transformation. 

The essential message of ‘new public 
administration’ has not been missed by mainstream 
scholars of public administration. There is, in this 
movement, a streak of idealism, a concern for 
quantity of life and ‘a desire to ameliorate the. 
lot of the more deprived members of society’. 
As it has been rightly observed: 

“We need urgently to inject a good deal of 
the New Public Administration Thinking into 
the policy-making process and we need to do 
this not only as a reminder of the new kinds 
of questions society is increasingly asking of 
governments but also as a corrective to those 
other relatively new and currently dominant 
influences which see in quantitative analysis and 
mechanistic techniques the solution to most of 
man’s ills”.”* 

Dwight Waldo characterised NPA as follows: 


of private interest. 


“Its adherents were centrally: involved -in 
change in the American Society for Public 
Administration designed to give it a more 
forward stance... it is unlikely to transform. 
radically public administration short run, but 
long run there is a possibility; and in any case it 
now is and will continue to be a yeasty addition 
to the entire complex of theories, techniques 
and aspirations.””* (p.xiv) 

And Frederickson’s comment on newness of 
NPA is as follows: “To affix the label ‘new’ to 
anything is risky business. The risk is doubled 
when newness is attributed to idea, thoughts, 
concepts, paradigms, theories... the newness is in 
the way the fabric is woven, not necessarily in 
the threads that are used and the newness is in 
arguments as to the proper use of the fabric— 
however threadbare” 


MINNoWBROOK-II (1988) 


During Minnowbrook-I in September 1968, the 
mood of the discipline of public administration 
was such that it sought to identify values and 
ethics as the critical issue of the 1970s. 

By contrast, in 1988 the social environment 
of Minnowbrook-II was markedly different from 
that of its predecessor. The context of public 
administrative reality in post- Reaganite America- 
changed in favour of less directly performing 
government and governance, more privatisation 
and contracting out, more voluntarism and 
social capacity- building and more third- party 
government. The values of public purpose came 
to be steadily replaced by the emerging values 

Minnowbrook-II_ was designed to compare 
and contrast the changing epochs of public 
administration.2* The first Minnowbrook 
conference was attended by scholars most 
of whom had political science background. 
However, in contrast, the second conference 
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included many individuals who had been trained 
in policy analysis and policy studies, economics, 
planning, urban studies and law. The composition 
of the members attending the Conference 
(1988) influenced the tone and temper of the 
discussions at Minnowbrook -II. If the 1968 
conference had been radical and confrontational, 


the 1988 conference was, by contrast, more ©. 


practical and respectful to the ‘seniors’ in the 
profession. In terms of thematic coverage, many 
of the topics of the first conference found place 
in the second conference also. More particularly, 
themes like ethics, social equity, human relations, 
reconciling public administration and democracy 
and general concern for the academic field 
_ featured at Minnowbrook-Il, ensuring thereby 


continuity in intellectual interest. At the same: 


time inclusion of some of the themes that were 
not so prominent in 1968 such as leadership, 
constitutional and legal perspective, technology 
policy and economic perspectives gave the 
second gathering an identity of its own. Looking 
back, it seems that Mifnowbrook-I represented 
a well-intentioned but overambitious optimism. 
As against this, Minnowbrook-Il exuded 
pragmatism and confirmed the inevitability of 
government.as a tool for strengthening society. 
In the changed perspective, public administration 
was called upon to renew its capacity to cope 
with the problems of the emerging future. This 
would involve two linkages: between theory 
and practice on one side and between public 
administrators and other government - related 
officials, on the other. 

A comparison between the two Minnowbrooks 
brings out both continuity in thinking and an 
eagerness to break new grounds. As one of the 
participants has pointed out, the following five 
major themes of Minnowbrook-II” were related 
to the legacy of Minnowbrook -I: 


1. Concerns for social equity that 
predominated at the first conference and 
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was acknowledged as important in 1988 

also. 

Democratic values and the centrality of 

public administration strongly reaffirmed 

in 1988 with special focus on ethics, 
accountability and adiministrative | 
leadership. 

Continuity of the earlier (Minnowbrook 

-I) debate between normative and 

‘behavioural perspectives with special 

emphasis on epistemological questions 

regarding how people learn about the 
field. 

Acceptance of the heterogeneous 

nature of work force in response to 

social diversity including the emerging 
gender dimension and the need tor free 
interchange between ‘generalists’ and 

‘specialists’. 

. Changing outlook on ‘government’ in 
Minnowbrook-Il -as: government was 
no longer seen as the train on which 
people wanted to ride. Privatisation was 
taken for granted in many enterprises 
and public servants appeared more as 
conservators than change agents. 


Minnowbrook-II, thus, sought to establish its 
identity by focusing on the current and future 
vision of the field of public administration. The 
distinctive character of the second conference 
is evident from its emphasis on the-following 
thrust areas: 


1. The second conference set its visions 
onto the near future, without trying to 
be radical. There was a tacit acceptance 
of the fact that the environment of 
public administration is exceedingly 
complex and the problems are of huge 
proportions. Hence, a meaningful long- 
term vision is neither reasonable nor 
feasible. 
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The scholars in the discipline, while aware 
of their indebtedness to other disciplines, 
exhibited a strong sense of intellectial 
parochialism. The general mood was not 
to lose disciplinary identity. Rather there 
was keenness to rebuild the discipline de 
novo. 

Even if ‘privatisation’ was accepted tacit- 
ly, there was a strong adversarial attitude 
towards business. The Minnowbrook-II 
world-view was expressed in terms of a 
curious tension between capitalism and 
democracy that resulted in ‘fan unusual 
form of a truncated capitalist economy 
operating within a truncated democ- 
racy”. Against this backdrop, public ad- 
ministration has to rely on the best that 
business offers as well as the best that the 
non-profit public sector offers. 

Public personnel practices came in 
for closer scrutiny and the discussions 
underlined the need for innovative 
personnel practices in order to move 
away from public managers’ current 
inability to hire employees on a timely 
basis, promote the best employees and 
reinforce high productivity. 

As regards technology policy, the 
participants had been generally unwilling 
to deal with the technological issues. 
“Technology was faulted more than 
vaunted” and there was general reluctance 
to idolise technology as a necessary tool 
for improving public policy. 

The specifics of What government 
should do were avoided. “Even in the 
midst of discussions on the inevitability 
of administrators exerting control 
over policy agendas, the politics - 
administration dichotomy appears to be 
alive and well”. 


AN OVERVIEW 


The optimism engendered by the vision 
of a new public administration capable of 
solving important societal problems had 
dissipated. Minnowbrook-II was caught in a 
mood of ‘constrained hopefulness’. The first 
conference (1968) offered a challenge to public 
administration to become proactive with 
regard to burning social issues. By contrast, the 
second conference in 1988 held in the midst of 
governmental cutback and ‘privatisation’ policy, 
‘retreated from an action perspective to cerebral 
examinations of democracy, ethics, responsibility, 
philosophy and even economics’. The outcomes 
of Minnowbrook-II were therefore more 
pragmatic and less radical.* 


MINNOWBROOK III CONFERENCE (2008) 


Following the Minnowbrook tradition, the third 
Conference — Minnowbrook III — was held 
during September 3-7, 2008 at the Syracuse 
University’s Minnowbrook Conference Center 
in the Adirondack Mountains29. The gathering 
was coordinated by Rosemary O'Leary, 
Distinguished Professor at Syracuse University. 
Professor O’Leary circulated in advance a notice 
alerting prospective scholars and researchers, 
who would like to attend the Third Conference, 
about the ‘themes’ to be discussed at the 
Conference. The purposes of Minnowbrook' III, 
as the circular read, are: 

e To Exchange Knowledge of current 
and emerging public service challenges 
and solutions in a variety of settings 
and cultures. Sessions will focus on the 
international public sector, collaborative 
governance and the training of the next 
generation of public servants. 

e To Develop a Network of scholars to sup- 
port future collaboration and the exchange 
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of ideas concerning improvements in pub- 
lic service. 

e To Disseminate the BEST PAPERS 

PRESENTED at the Conference as 
a specially edited ‘reader’ for courses in 
schools of public policy and management 
around the world. 

This notice gives an idea about the new 
directions of thinking charted out for the 
Third Conference. It seems the overall idea 
informing the Conference had been to focus 
on the comparative aspects of administrative 
studies centred on the challenges of public 
sector management in a variety of settings 
and cultures. Also, with a view to improving 
‘practice’ in a changed and ‘globalised’ context, 
the issue of ‘training of the next generation of 
public servants’ attracted the attention of the 
organisers. Attaching considerable importance 
to the central theme of ‘Improvements in public 
service’, the Conference floated the idea of 
‘developing a network of scholars’ to support 
future collaborations and exchange of ideas. 


CONFERENCE THEME 


Against the background of the ascendancy of 
‘neo-liberal’ ideology, advocating ‘downsizing’ 
of government and opening up more space 
for the ‘market’ and non-government agencies, 
the Conference theme was very thoughtfully 
choser. It was focused on ‘The Future of Public 
Administration, Public Management and Public 
Service’. The Conference was organised in two 
phases. 

A ‘pre-conference workshop’ was organised 
for the benefit of emerging scholars nominated 
by senior scholars in the field. The 56 invited 
attendees were more diverse than previous 
Minnowbrook conferences in terms of race, 
gender and nationality, involving for the most 
part assistant professors but including several 
tenured associate professors. 


The Minnowbrook III Phase One (September 
3-5): 

Phase One was devoted to the summaries of 
concerns and future directions representing a 
dozen fgcal areas presented to senior scholars 
and attendees at the opening session of Phase 
Two. The themes for discussion were wide- 
ranging including academic-practitioner rela- 
tions; democratic performance management; 
financial management; globalisation/compara- 
tive perspectives; information technology ahd 
management; law, politics and public administra- 
tion management; leadership; methods/interdis- 
ciplinary; networks; performance measurement; 


_ public administration values and theory; social 


equity and justice and transparency and ac- 
countability. 

The group, interested as it was in globalised 
perspectives, encouraged a renaissance of 
comparative studies as the world has become 
increasingly interdependent. The essence of the 
comparative approach has been context-sensitive 
with emphases on institutional and cultural 
contexts which, in the opinion of the attendees, 
should be incorporated into more rigorous 
research. The group that discussed research 
methods proposed a statement of comnutment 
document, informally referred to as a pledge 
or a manifesto, asking new scholars to serve as 
‘change agents’ regarding the use and teaching of 
research methods and the responsiveness of the 
peer-review process. One element of this was 
more attention to the method of action research 
to increase engagement with the issues and 
practice of public administration; another was a 
commitment to methodological pluralism. 

Another group interested in ‘public 
administration values and theory’ offered a 
reformulation of public administration, defining 
public administration as: “a socially-embedded 
process of collective relationships, dialogue 
and action to promote human flourishing for 
all.” Questions arising from the reformulation 
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included how public administration might 
recognize competing values and how to 
encourage a critical consciousness regarding 
public administration. 


The Minnowbrook II Phase Two 
(September 5-7) 


Phase two was held at Lake Placid, New York. 
It was a more traditional academic conference 
to which scholars throughout the world were 
invited to submit proposals. About 300 proposals 
were subinitted of which 80 were accepted. 
Two hundred twenty scholars and practitioners 
from 13 countries participated. Following the 
opening session presentations from Phase One 
participants, the emerging scholars and senior 
scholars met in roundtable format to discuss 
the specific ideas presented. In most subsequent 
sessions, participants limited paper presentations 
to allow for enhanced discussion of the material 
in reference to the ideas presented and developed 
in the opening roundtables. 

Minnowbrook III dwelt at length on the 
issue of ‘public administration in dark times 
focusing on some questions for thé future of 
the field. Major highlights of the discussion are 
as under: 

The Conference took serious note of the 
contemporary international scenario and the 
overall impression was that ‘humanity is living 
in dark times—war, terrorism, climate change, 
economic calamity’ and the list could go on. So, 
the question that was being posed was: Does 
public administration have the governance 
capacity to address effectively the seemingly 
insurmountable problems that characterize dark 
times? The short and imprecise answer is no, but 
not for reasons typically argued by scholars and 
pundits. We agree that sustainable resources for 
public agencies and programs are diminishing 
on a daily basis, that public coffers are strained 
and in some cases, completely drained, that 


public sector labour markets are largely broken 
and in distress and that fungible supplies of 
political support for policies and programs are 
declining at break-neck pace across all levels of 
government and throughout the world. These 
are serious problems. At their root, however, lies 
an even more disturbing problem, namely that 
in its pursuit of the right answers to narrow 
administrative questions (an important but 
exclusive task), public administration has failed 
to consider what it means to govern in dark 
times and therefore, to claim its role in shaping 
societal affairs. 

The concern thus was “how can public 
administration grapple with the complex 
and intractable realities of ‘dark times’”. An 


_attempt was made to look back at the seminal 


contributions of scholars such as Arendt, Stivers 
and Isaac and to see how far it would be feasible 
to build on their contributions. So, there - was 
a serious intellectual heart searching going on 
among the attendee scholars, examining and 
expanding the seminal ideas of great predecessors 
about “governance in dark times.” 

It was argued that public administration often 
failed to address grave social issues because: 

(1)-The field does not adequately recognize 
itself as a de facto arbiter of political conflict 
and consequently as a discipline responsible for 
shaping societal affairs; 

(2) The field suffers from a bureaucratic 
pathology that reduces its abilities to do the 
first. Therefore, the suggestion was to try to 
reinvigorate the democratic ethos which 


‘might help public administration improve its 


governance capacities amidst such troubling 


_ circumstances and realities. Finally, returning to 


the Minnowbrook III conference and looking 
to the work of its Phase One groups, some big 
questions were posed in respect of the future of 


public administration. It was decided that the 


goal was not to bemoan the field but rather to 
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spark debate and identify potential opportunities 
for public administration to better address issues 
of governance in dark times. 

The overall intellectual reaction had been 
that public administration, both as a field of aca- 


demic study and as a professional practice, was” 


not addressing adequately and timely the vital 
questions about governance in ‘dark times’. 


Looxinc Back TO LOOK FORWARD 


Looking back, Minnowbrook I was organised in 
1968 by Dwight Waldo, who assembled a group 
of “young” public administration scholars to 
evaluate the state of the field. The participants 
found the field inadequate in its” set of concepts 
and ideas to explain the modern world of 
administration” and formulated the ideas of 
“New Public Administration”. It was an action- 
oriented perspective that embraced normative 
inquiry and advocated for social equity and 
citizen participation among other issues. 
Minnowbrook II, held in 1988 with a cohor 


of the 1960s scholars and a cohort -of new ~ 
scholars, was designed to compare and contrast 


the changing epochs of public administration. 
This conservative mission “retreated from an 
action perspective to cerebral examinations of... 
the classics” and produced discussions that were 
more practical and less radical than those at the 
first Minnowbrook. 


The differences between Minnowbrooks 1: 


and-II may have had a lot to do with the state of 
society in the 1960s (which were characterized 
by political upheaval and radical social change), 
as compared to the 1980s (which were relatively 
stable). Thus, the differing perspectives and 
missions of the first two conferences reflect the 
respective tone and temper of the times. 

One might think that Minnowbrook III, held 
in 2008, would have had more in common with 
Minnowbrook I than with Minnowbrook II. 


Between Minnowbrooks II and III, there were 
extraordinary changes in the world: “4 

e The fall of the Berlin Wall; 

e The end of the Cold war; 

e The uniting of European Union under a 

single monetary system; 

e The emergence of China-as a 

- superpower; 
_e@ Iran and North Korea joining the nuclear 
age; 

e Terrorist attacks on US soil; 

e US military actions in Iraq and 

Afghanistan; 

e The emergence of climate change as a 

planetary threat; 

e The need to find sustainable clean energy 

sources; 

e The destruction of New Orleans by 

hurricane Katrina; 

e The emergence and supersonic speed of 

new technologies: 

e The corporate credit crisis and global 

financial crisis, to name bui a few. 

The optimists might argue that public 
administration was reasserting its role and leading 
the way in addressing these and other problems, 
it nevertheless seemed that the time was right for 
participant scholars to discuss these issues, debate 
possible solutions and propose new directions for 
the field. The organisers of the conference seem 
to have agreed; the mission for Minnowbrook 
II] was to “critique the current state of public 
administration, public management and public 
service today and examine the future of the 
field.” 

To achieve this mission, as earlier pointed out, 
Minnowbrook III was organised in two parts. 
For the “Phase One” workshop, new scholars 
wrote brief critiques of the field in advance 
and then, at the conference site, self-organised 
into small groups around topics of interest 
and reported back to everyone during whole- 
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group sessions. “Phase Two” followed a more 
traditional conference format. During Phase 
One, the expectatioz: was that there would be 
tich discussions about public administration 
in dark tinies, although in fact there was little 
acknowledgement of these issues. 

In reflecting on that phase, it seems that 
the galaxy of new scholars largely avoided the 
opportunity to address big questions of the field, 
in favour of ongoing, traditional research agendas. 
Although a number of new scholar-critiques 
had been quite provocative: few, however, raised 
issues relating to the ‘dark times’. This omission 
continued into the small discussion groups that 
assembled around issues such as the academic/ 
practitioner divide, networks, information 
technology, public administration theory, 
methodology, comparative administration, 
globalisation, performance measurement, 
transparency and accountability, leadership, 
law, social equity and financial management. 
Although, there was nothing inherently wrong 
with these and other topics discussed; they were 
surely important and worthy of consideration. 
Yet, at the end of the day there was a feeling 
that the scholars could>do much more and 
raise more significant questions about ‘public 
administration in dark times’. However, absent 
in the reports from the small groups and in 
the other whole-group deliberations was 
noteworthy discussion about the urgent issues 
that the field and humanity face. To be fair, some 
heavy-handed critiques emerged in peripheral 
discussions but they never made it onto the 
floor for consideration by the whole group of 
participants. 


CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS 


Lack or studied avoidance of more lively debate 
was possibly the result of the new scholars’ 
need (rather selfish though) to expand personal 


research agendas with like minded individuzis in 
a safe and supportive setting.As one commentator 
has observed: ‘Perhaps it was a function of the 
fact that tenure clocks are/were ticking for most 
of us, leaving little time for engagement of the 
“big questions,” and barely enough time to get 
out a series of articles’. Perhaps it was related to 
the fact that the participants were, for the most 
part, new to each other and did not have the 
time to build the bonds of trust needed for such 
potentially divisive discussions. Perhaps the void 
is a signal that the loss of deliberative spaces has 
seeped into the realm of the Academy. Whatever 
the reason, one cannot but bemoan the fact 
that there was a missed opportunity to address 
the problems of public administration in dark 
times and to find new approaches and ways to 
collectively search out future growth trajectories 
of the discipline. 

In a word, therefore, Minnowbrook III seems 
like a good gathering without being able to reap 
a rich intellectual harvest at a time when the 
discipline of public administration badly needed 
a new direction and a way out of the nagging 
‘identity crisis’. 


PuBLIC CHOICE APPROACH 


Another landmark in the evolution of the 
discipline is the emergence of the ‘public 
choice’ approach to public administration. The 
public choice school has been developed by a 
number of sminent scholars in a variety of ways. 
Essentially, a critique of the bureaucratic model 
of administration, the public choice approach 
deals with the possibility of institutional 
pluralism in the provision of public goods 
and services. Plurality of governments and 
public agencies:is supported on the ground of 
consumers’ preferences. Vincent Ostrom, one 
of the protagonists of the public choice school, 
has set a concept of ‘democratic administration’ 
alongside the conventional idea of bureaucratic 
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administration. In brief, Ostrom’s argument is 
as follows: 

“Perfection in the hierarchical ordering of a 
professionally trained public service accountable 
to a single centre of power will reduce the 
capability of a larger administrative system to 
respond to diverse preferences among citizens 
for many different public goods and services and 
cope with diverse environmental conditions.” 

“A variety of different organisational 
arrangements can be used to provide different 
public goods and services. Such organisations 
can be coordinated through various multi- 
organisational arrangements...” 

The public choice school, thus, locates 
public administration within the domain of 
politics and an appropriate theory of political 
organisation.” 

Esssentially it questions the hegemony 
of bureaucracy that seeks to promote self- 
aggrandizement and unnecessarily inflate 
government. Bureaucracy has thus to be pruned 
by down-sizing government and passing on 
many of the functions of government to the 
private sector. ‘Market’ forces, when allowed free 
play, may function better than government. 

The public choice school of economists 
challenged the conventional beliefs about 
the public spiritedness of politicians and 
bureaucrats. 

Two underlying assumptions have been: 
(a) individuals act rationally with adequate , 
information and ordered preferences; and (b) 
individuals are utility maximisers. They seek 
more satisfaction for the same on outlay. The 
essential question raised by public choice 
advocates is: how far politics and administration 
an be treated as an exchange relationship as in 
economic dealings. While the theory has drawn 
timely attention to the failings of autonomous 
bureaucracy, it is‘too sweeping a statement that. 
takes values and public spiritedness completely 


_ out of administration. Replacement of public 


administration by market exchange is too 
simplistic an idea to be taken seriously. 


CriricAL THEORY AND PuBLIC 
ORGANISATIONS 


The ‘scientific’ study of public administration has 
often strayed away from the normative concerns 
of democratic government. As earlier explained, 
the ‘public choice’ approach has been an attempt 
to construct a theory of public organisations in 
tune with consumers’ interest and individual 
preferences. Mono centric, hierarchical, 
bureaucratic administration has been found to 
be incompatible with some of the basic norms 
of a humanist and liberal democracy. 

The development of ‘critical theory’ as a 
philosophical and practical discipline has greatly 
influenced social sciences in general and public 
administration in particular reiterating the need 
for the humanization of public organisations 
that exert so much influence on social life and 
the work place. 

The. critical perspective has been elaborated 
by an array of eminent scholars.*! Following 


closely the work of Jurgen Habermas, the best 


known exponent of the critical theory, we can 
identify salient aspects of the critical approach 
that have special relevance to the study of public 
organisations. 

Like Weber, Habermas refers to the prepon- 


-derance of technical efficiency ina modern state 


through the operation_of public bureaucracy. 
As the society gets increasingly bureaucratised, 
social power and discretion tend to be conc :i- 
trated in the hands of bureaucratic state appa- 
ratus. The trend toward over-bureaucratization 
causes concern:about the social role of the bu- 


_teaucracy which can be inquired into from the 


critical perspective. 
_ The expanding role ot the public bureaucracy 
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is net matched by its popular acceptance. 
Paradoxically enough there is increasing criticism 


of the bureaucracy as a self-aggrandising force. 


alienated from the public who can rarely repose 
trust.in it. Public interest and bureaucratic 
interests seem at many places at loggerheads, 
which was also the contention of the public 
choice school. ‘g 

Despite a great variety of management struc- 
tures and styles, the common assumption has 
been that management is basically technical in 
nature whose primary motive is to produce pre- 
dictable results by manipulating human beings 
and materials. Positivistic assumptions pervade 


mainstream: public administration. Administra- 


tive ‘science’ is credited with the power to pro- 
vide instrumental statements which can be prof- 
itably used by practising managers to regulate 
the behaviour of the subordinates and to control 
environmental. uncertainties. The search for ef- 
ficiency has led to the depersonalisation and 
rigidity of.the administrative processes. Organi- 
sational inmates, especially those at the operative 
level, are looked at as data to be manipulated at 

_ will or directed as and when necessary by the 
superiors. Within the organisation, the human 
beings are thus separated from one another and 
are treated as impersonal objects. 

The mainstream literature in public 
administration has thus been obsessed with 
the ideas of control and regulation, order and 
efficiency and predictability and rationality. 
Intra-organisationally, such an approach to 
organisation has led to alienation from work 
and fellow workers. As regards organisation- 
client relationship, the alienation takes the forms 


of organisational distrust and occasional hostility . 


to the working of bureaucracy. 

A critical theory of public organisation 
would be interested in improving the quality 
of organisational life: It. would inquire’ about 


the conditions of power -and dependence in 


be 


~ an organisation and try to reveal the inherent 


contradictions in. hierarchical relationships as 
embedded in a bureaucracy, 

’ The critical approach would concentrate on 
the distorted patterns of communication that 
characterise present-day organisations both in 
terms of internal and external relationships. As 
organisations structure interpersonal relationships 
in hierarchical terms, the structural arrangement 
stands in the way of free flow of communication 
among human beings within the organisation as 
equal members of a common enterprise. Same 
holds good for orgagnisation-client relationship, 
whereby the organisation tends to look at 
the client as a butden and the client in turn 
tends to view the organisation as unhelpful. In - 
such a situation, the organisational design and 
operation run counter to the basic purposes of 
a democratic public service. , 

The critical approach would suggest a differ- 
ent style of managernent altogether, directed not 
so much towards contfot as helping individuals 
to discover and pursue their own developmen- 
tal needs. The basic thrust of critical theory of 
public organisation is towards reaffirmation of a 
commitment to the democratization of all kinds 
of social relationships. This could be by locating 
and removing the disabilities that have blocked 
the surfacing of true needs of individuals in so- 
cial and political spheres. 


THE PuBLic SERVICE APPROACH. 


Public administration as a discipline has been 
experiencing currently an unusual uncertainty 
about approaches’to the study of administration. 
Historically, there have been shifting stances 
from Taylorism to systems theory via behaviour 
and other process theories such as those on 
decision-making, leadership, coordination and 


-communication and so on and so forth. The 


uniqueness of current turmoil lies in raising 
‘fundamental’ questions about the role of the 
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state itself under the bewildering pressures 
coming from within and without the state (e.g., 
globalisation). 

The two discipline—shaking approaches, in 
this context, are (a) reinventing government 
approach of Osbourne and Gatbler and (b) 
new public management approach of the neo- 
liberal school of thought. The first approach 
has sought to reorient governmental studies 
from the point of view of core competence of 
government which has been termed as ‘steering’ 
rather than ‘rowing’. By contrast, the second 
approach has been focused on the ‘downsising’ 
of government (from the point of view of scope) 
and on enhanced management competence 
using information technology, introducing 
critical performance appraisal and allowing the 
‘market’ to function in its designated sphere. 

The neo-liberal philosophy, as the critics 


point out, has functioned to the detriment of 


larger ‘public interest’, affecting particularly the 
poor and the marginalized. 

The other consequence of ‘downsizing’ has 
. been to be the central position of government 
as the core regulator of society. 

There have been many reactions to the 


‘neo-liberal’ approach to government; more. 


importantly, it has been suggested that the 
neo-liberal view, by apotheosizing ‘market’ 
has failed to appreciate the critical role of 
public institutions—the government—in the 
maintenance and development of society. In their 
path-breaking: publication entitled. ‘The New 
Public Service: Serving, Not Steering’ (M.E. 
Sharpe, 2002) Denhardt and Denhardt have 
succinctly put the central role of government as 
‘service’. ‘Government’, as they forcefully argue, 
‘shouldn’t be run like a business, it should be run 


like a democracy’. Public interest'and democratic © 


citizenship are the hall marks of government. As 
the sense of service and community would be 
expanding, public employees would be having 
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better self-estimation and sense of dignity and 
self-respect. They would in fact be reconnected 
with the citizens. As the public servants would be 
inviting citizens to participate in the governance 
process, their will emerge a new culture of 
co-governance with the administrators and 
citizens working together for the common 
good of the society. This new attitude and 
new involvement—co-governance—is what 
Denhardt and Denhardt call ‘the New Public 
Service’. As it has been observed, ‘Administrators 
are realizing that they have much to gain by 
‘Titehing’ to the public rather than ‘telling’ and by 
‘serving’ rather than ‘steering’. At the invitation 
of public servants, even their urging, ordinary 
citizens are once again becoming engaged in 
the governance process. Citizens and public 
officials are working together to define and to 
address common problems 1 ina codperanine and 
mutually beneficial way”. 

What Denhardt and Denhardt describe is 
more an expectation—a normative stand— 
in order to sensitize us to the democracy- 
diminishing trend inherent in the neo-liberal: 


philosophy with its accent on ‘market’ and de-_ 


emphasis on ‘government’. It is a timely warning 
and an appropriate cautionary note against 
the trendy ‘down-sizing’ movement in public 


administration. SF 
; : f 


SUMMING UP 


Tosum up, public administration as a discipline 
is still in the process of establishing its identity. 
The evolutionary process is indicative of 
the shifting boundaries of the discipline in 
response to cohstantly emerging social needs. 


' As administrative practices are called upon to 
respond to new problems and challenges surfacing —_ 


in the wake of social change, the discipline has 
correspondingly to shed its formalistic and 
insular “efficiency” orientation of the older 
genre. It seems the norms of democracy are 
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seeking entry into public organisations and 
the concern for distributive justice is assuming 
critical significance as a ‘major adininistrative 
agenda item. 2 

At the same time, since the eighties there has 
been ‘#noticeable change in public administration 
discourse, upholding a new ‘public management’ 
doctrine (being discussed separately) favouring 
more and more market-orientation, as 
distinguished from ‘state’ or government 
orientation. Another new development is the 
steady rise of what has been called third-party 
administration. The conventional view has been 
that all government programmes are carried out 
by the government's own employees. This is true 
to a great extent no doubt. But in reality much 
of government's work is farmed out to other 
semi-government, private and non-government 
organisations. Local government, for instance, 
does many agency functions on behalf of the 
central government. Similarly, many development 
programmes are often handed over to non- 
government organisations. Many government 
activities such as road building, housing etc. are 
contracted out to private’agencies. The current 
trend is towards leaner and thinner government 
and as many activities as possible, it is being 
argued, should be handed over to private parties 
including NGOs. This trend will in course of 


time involve new modes of control, financing - 


and monitoring of “third pany administration” 
by the governinent. 


pa 
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